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Abstract

A common issue when analyzing real-world complex systems is that
the interactions between the elements often change over time: this makes
it difficult to find optimal models that describe this evolution and that
can be estimated from data, particularly when the driving mechanisms
are not known. Here we offer a new perspective on the development of
models for time-varying interactions introducing a generalization of the
well-known Kinetic Ising Model (KIM), a minimalistic pairwise constant
interactions model which has found applications in multiple scientific dis-
ciplines. Keeping arbitrary choices of dynamics to a minimum and seeking
information theoretical optimality, the Score-Driven methodology lets us
significantly increase the knowledge that can be extracted from data using
the simple KIM. In particular, we first identify a parameter whose value at
a given time can be directly associated with the local predictability of the
dynamics. Then we introduce a method to dynamically learn the value
of such parameter from the data, without the need of specifying para-
metrically its dynamics. Finally, we extend our framework to disentangle
different sources (e.g. endogenous vs exogenous) of predictability in real
time. We apply our methodology to several complex systems including
financial markets, temporal (social) networks, and neuronal populations.
Our results show that the Score-Driven KIM produces insightful descrip-
tions of the systems, allowing to predict forecasting accuracy in real time
as well as to separate different components of the dynamics. This pro-
vides a significant methodological improvement for data analysis in a wide
range of disciplines.
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1 Introduction

Complex systems, characterized by a large number of simple components that
interact with each other in a non-linear way, have been an increasingly important
field of study over the last decades. Interactions make the whole more than
the sum of its parts [1]: for this reason the effort when modeling complex
systems is ultimately directed to understand how interactions arise, how to
parametrize them into quantitative models and how to estimate them from
empirical measurements.

One complication that is ubiquitous to real complex systems, but very rarely
considered in modeling, is that interactions change over time: traders in finan-
cial markets continuously adapt their strategic decision-making to each other’s
actions [2] and to new information [3]; preys change their behavior to avoid
predators [4]; neurons reinforce (or inhibit) connections in response to stimuli
[5]. As we show also below, a modeling approach assuming that all the interac-
tions are constant can be misleading, sometimes leading to spurious estimations
of the interactions, which can be avoided only with very strong limitations to
sample selection and experimental design (when possible).

In this article we propose a novel approach to the development of models for
time-varying interactions based on the generalization of a minimalistic constant-
interactions model, which is commonly used in many scientific disciplines, the
Kinetic Ising Model (KIM) [6]. In the following we show that this generalization
allows to describe conditions where the predictability of the overall dynamics of
the observed process is variable, while commonly employed constant interaction
models fail in this respect. More importantly, our modeling approach does not
assume that the causes or the dynamics of the variable interactions are known,
but they are estimated (or filtered) from the data themselves. Thus, different
types of time-varying interactions can be present in the investigated system,
including non-stationarities of various form (regime-shift, seasonalities, etc.).
Indeed it often occurs that the modeler has no insight on the nature of the
underlying dynamics of interactions: the dynamics that is given to the time-
varying parameters then needs to be as agnostic as possible with respect to the
actual generating dynamics, i.e. be robust to model misspecification errors.

Since it is generally difficult to determine why and how interactions change
over time, it is even riskier to try to model their dynamics with specific external
drivers. Conversely we assume a generic Markovian paradigm in which Jij(t)
- representing the interaction between the system’s variables si(t) and sj(t) at
time t - endogenously adapt to the observations of s(t) themselves, i.e.

Jij(t+ 1) = F (J(t), s(t)). (1)

The updating functional F is determined by general assumptions based on infor-
mation theory principles. First of all, one can assume the interactions variation
depends on surprise: the more an observation of the system’s state is “unex-
pected”, the more the relations between its components will change. In social
systems, for example, friendship relationships can get damaged if not constantly
fed or may arise from unexpected gestures of openness. This is also a common
principle in biological learning processes and artificial neural networks, where
the least expected inputs have the largest impact on the values of the synapses
or inter-units weights [7]. The most widespread measure of surprise is minus the
logarithm of the conditional likelihood p(s(t)|J(t)) of observing a given pattern
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with the current level of interactions. As a second principle we assume that the
system’s reaction to surprise is to adapt to it, making what has been unexpected
for that moment, expected for the future. In this sense the interactions change
to increase the log likelihood of the last observation i.e.

J(t+ 1) = w +BJ(t) +A(t)
∂ log p(s(t)|J(t))

∂J(t)
, (2)

which can be interpreted as the updating rule of an autoregressive process with
a gradient ascent perturbation with given learning rate parameter A(t), which
possibly depends on time. This type of observation-driven [8] dynamics has been
recently introduced [9, 10] in defining the class of score-driven models. These
have been shown to be an optimal choice among observation-driven models
when minimizing the Kullback-Leibler divergence to an unknown generating
probability distribution [11] and have risen in popularity in econometrics [12]
as well as network science [13].

In general, given a sequence of observations {s(t)}Tt=1 where s(t) ∈ RN and a
model with conditional log-likelihood L(t) = log p(s(t)|S(t−1), f(t)) depending
on a vector of time-varying parameters f(t) ∈ RM and past observations S(t−
1) = {s(k)}t−1k=1, a score-driven model assumes that the time evolution of f(t) is
ruled by the recursive relation

f(t+ 1) = w +Bf(t) +AI−1/2(t)
∂L(t)

∂f(t)
(3)

where w, B and A are a set of static parameters. In the rest of the article we

will call ∇t = ∂L(t)
∂f(t) the score function at time t, hence the name score-driven

model. I−1/2(t) is a M ×M matrix regularizing the convexity, that we choose
to be the inverse of the square root of the Fisher information associated with
L(t), thus letting the last term of Eq. 3 be a random variable with unit variance
and zero mean by definition.

As is clear from Eq. 3, the score ∇t drives the time evolution of f(t) and no
additional source of noise is introduced. This means that, given a p(s(t)|S(t−
1), f(t)), the sampling of the observations from this distribution produces a
deterministic update of the time-varying parameters. The update can remind
the reader of a Newton-like method for optimization, in that the parameters
are moved towards the maximum of the likelihood at each realization of the
observations while keeping memory of the time evolution through the B static
parameter.

The fact that time-varying parameters are deterministic functions of the ob-
servations has some intrinsic advantages also for estimation, as the elimination
of unobservable noise removes the necessity of implementing computationally
intensive Monte Carlo simulations to calculate the model likelihood. Further-
more, an observation-driven model can be used as a filter: having knowledge
of all the static parameters (e.g. because they were previously estimated on a
training set), the time-varying parameters can be updated with no effort every
time a new data point is observed. In the following we will make wide use of the
score-driven model as filter of a unknown dynamics and in the SI we provide
more intuition of it by revisiting the simple case of a GARCH process [14].

The focus of the paper is the score-driven generalization of the Kinetic Ising
Model (KIM) [15, 6], which is the dynamical counterpart of the celebrated Ising
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spin glass model [16, 17]. Ising models in general are known to be among the
simplest models of complex systems that have been developed in the field of
statistical physics and are at the roots of the theory on collective behavior and
phase transitions. This large interest is also due to the fact that they fall into
the class of Maximum Entropy models [18, 19, 20] when only average values
and cross correlations are taken into account. The KIM in particular has been
adopted in a variety of fields, such as neuroscience [21, 22, 23], computational
biology [24, 25, 26], economics and finance [27, 28, 29, 30] and has been studied
in the literature of machine learning [31, 32, 33] to understand recurrent neural
network models.

The KIM describes the time evolution of a set of N binary variables s(t) ∈
{−1, 1}N for t = 1, . . . , T , typically called “spins”, which can influence each
other through a time lagged interaction. We focus on its applications to time
series analysis and extend it to allow the presence of time-varying parameters
with score-driven dynamics.

In its standard form the Kinetic Ising Model for time series [34] involves
three main sets of parameters: a N × N interaction or coupling matrix J and
a N -dimensional vector h of variable-specific biases, which we summarize as
Θ = (J, h). The model is Markovian with synchronous dynamics, characterized
by the transition probability

p(s(t)|s(t− 1);β,Θ) =
eβ

∑
i si(t)gi(t)

Z(t)
(4)

where Z(t) is a normalizing constant commonly known as the partition function
in statistical mechanics, and β is a parameter that determines the amount of
noise in the dynamics, known as the inverse temperature. Typically the quantity
gi(t) ≡

∑
j Jijsj(t − 1) + hi is called the effective field perceived by spin i at

time t. Furthermore, it is possible in principle to introduce dependency on any
number K of external regressors xk(t), by adding a term bikxk(t) to gi(t) for
each k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, as done for instance in [30]. From the standard KIM we use
Eq.(3) to provide a dynamics to the parameters (β,Θ) thus introducing a Score
Driven generalization of the KIM. Notice however that the number of parameters
in the KIM is large, O(N2): as customary in high-dimensional modeling, in the
following we will propose two parsimonious and informed parameter restrictions
that simplify the treatment and define two kinds of Score-Driven KIM, each
tailored to highlight different effects.

As we show in this article, the development of a score-driven KIM addresses
three important points: first, introducing a dynamical noise parameter β(t)
allows to gain real time insight on the ability of the model to explain the ob-
served dynamics, thus leading to more informed forecasts; second, neglecting
time variability of parameters by estimating a standard KIM turn out to pro-
duce systematic errors, in particular the estimated values are different from the
time-averaged values that generated the sample; third, by introducing a con-
venient factorization for the model parameters, it is possible to discriminate
whether an observation is better explained by endogenous interactions with
other variables or by exogenous effects, offering an improved understanding of
the dynamics that generated the data even when these effects are not constant
over time. We prove the effectiveness of our modeling approach by extensive
numerical simulations and by empirical application to different complex systems.
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Figure 1: Theoretical AUC as a function of β assuming gi is Gaussian distributed
with mean g0 and standard deviation g1. Different colors correspond to different
values of g0, while line types identify values of g1. We see that increasing β has
the effect of reducing the uncertainty on the random variable si(t), keeping gi
unchanged. Grey dashed lines at AUC = 0.5 and AUC = 1 are guides to the
eye.

2 Results

2.1 The Dynamical Noise KIM

The first score-driven KIM we propose addresses the first two points made
above, namely the real time prediction of forecast accuracy and the correction
of systematic estimation errors of a constant parameter model. The Dynamical
Noise KIM (DyNoKIM) is defined by letting the noise parameter β in Eq. 4 be
time-varying, while all other parameters are constant.

To better understand the rationale behind this choice, let us introduce the
theoretical Area Under the ROC Curve (AUC) [35, 36], a standard measure
of the accuracy of the forecast, and study how it varies as a function of β in
the standard KIM. We provide the details of the derivation in the SI where we
show how the AUC depends both on β and on the unconditional distribution
of the effective fields gi(t). In Figure 1 we display the result assuming that g is
Gaussian distributed with mean g0 and standard deviation g1. This is the case
for instance if the Jij entries are Gaussian distributed with zero mean. We see
that the AUC is monotonically increasing with β, but also that the distribution
of the static parameters affects the slope with which the curve converges towards
1, namely the smaller the mean and variance of the effective fields gi, the slower
the growth of AUC. Figure 1 tells us that the larger is β the more reliable is
the prediction of the model. Hence if we are able to estimate β locally we can
assess in real time how good the model is in forecasting the next observation.
This is why in the DyNoKIM we consider a time-varying β.

Specifically, the DyNoKIM is characterized by the transition probability

p(s(t)|s(t− 1); J, β(t)) =
eβ(t)

∑
i si(t)gi(t)

Z(t)
(5)

with Z(t) =
∏
i 2 cosh [β(t)gi(t)]. We give score-driven dynamics to f(t) =

log β(t), as β is positive and inversely related to the noise:
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log β(t+ 1) = w +B log β(t) +AI−1/2(t)∇t (6)

where w, B and A are scalar parameters and I(t) is the Fisher Information and

∇t = ∂p(s(t)|s(t−1),β(t))
∂β(t) is the score.

The interpretation for this model is simple yet extremely useful: the higher
the value of β, the smaller the uncertainty over the realization of s(t) or, in other
words, the more accurate a prediction of the value of s(t), as we have shown
in Fig. 1. Operationally, at a given time t − 1 with an observation s(t − 1), it
is possible to use the DyNoKIM to produce one-step ahead forecasts for s(t),
which we call ŝi(t). These are obtained as

ŝi(t) = sign
[
p
(
si(t) = 1

∣∣s(t− 1),Θ, β(t)
)
− α

]
(7)

where α is an arbitrary threshold level. Sweeping the value of α between 0 and
1 one obtains a ROC curve, which in turn can be used to calculate the AUC. We
report simulation results for this procedure in the SI. Notice that β(t) depends
only from past observations S(t−1) through Eq.6, thus the predictions are fully
causal.

In the statistical physics literature there have been few attempts to study
similar models [37, 38, 39]. However these works assume that the sampling of
the observations and of the time-varying parameters take place on two sepa-
rated time scales, meaning that the parameters are locally constant when the
observations are sampled. This is not true for score-driven models, which are
in fact designed to not require this assumption, intuitively formalized by the
values of the parameters B and A. If B � A then the evolution of f is indeed
slower than the one of observations, while if B � A they evolve on the same
time scale.

The estimation of the DyNoKIM requires some restrictions. It is known [40]
that, given a set of observations, the parameter β in the standard KIM of Eq. 4
is not identifiable. In fact, for any two values β1 and β2 there are also two sets of
parameters Θ1 and Θ2 such that p(s(t)|s(t−1);β1,Θ1) = p(s(t)|s(t−1);β2,Θ2)
for all s(t). For this reason in inference problems it is typically assumed that β =
1 incorporating its effect in the size of the other parameters. When β is made
time-varying though, the identification problem is limited to its time average
value 〈β〉 (which still needs to be assumed equal to 1), while its local value can be
inferred from the data. This result has implications particularly for forecasting
applications: a forecast should be considered more or less reliable by looking
at the value of β(t) at the previous instant in time and considering how much
above 0.5 the corresponding expected AUC is, according to the relation shown in
Figure 1. Finally, the parameters of Eq. 6 are inferred by Maximum Likelihood
Estimation (see Material and Methods). We numerically find that the model
parameters can be consistently estimated and report a detailed analysis in the
SI.

Our main focus here is to study the model’s ability to retrieve the correct pa-
rameters also when the data generating process is not score-driven. Indeed there
is little reason to believe that this sort of dynamics is an actual data generating
process for real-world complex systems, where β might follow exogenous and
unknown dynamics. The power of score-driven models lies also in the capability
of estimating time-varying parameters, such as β(t), without actually requiring
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Figure 2: (a) Example of a filtered β trajectory with a piecewise constant gen-
erating process over 30 simulations. (b) Estimation of J under model misspec-
ification with a time-varying β(t) = 1 +K sin(ωt), comparing the KIM and the
DyNoKIM. On the x axis we plot the amplitude K, on the y axis the distribu-
tion of the coefficient b of the linear regression over 60 simulations. Insets show
example scatter plots of the true J values (x axis) and the estimated values (y
axis) using the standard KIM (yellow points) or the DyNoKIM (purple crosses).
Simulation parameters are ω = 2π/300, T = 3000, N = 30, Jij ∼ N (0, 1/

√
N),

hi = 0 ∀ i

any assumption on their true dynamical laws. In this sense they behave as fil-
ters for the underlying unknown dynamics of the parameters. To show that this
is the case also for the DyNoKIM, Fig. 2a displays an example of misspecified
β(t) dynamics, a deterministic double step function, that is correctly recovered
by the score-driven approach. We simulate 30 time series of length T using
the given values of β(t) to generate the s(t); given only the simulated s(t) time
series, the inference algorithm determines the optimal static parameters A, B
and J and filters the optimal value of β(t) at each time. The resulting βest(t)
values are well localized around the simulated ones.

One could argue that a KIM with a time varying β(t) has similar perfor-
mances to a standard KIM with a constant β equal to 〈β〉. This is not the
case. Fig. 2b shows the results for a set of simulations where β(t) follows a
deterministic sinusoidal dynamics, β(t) = 1 + K sinωt, varying the amplitude
K, and the time evolution of s(t) is given by Eq. 5. For each value of K we
simulate 60 time series of T observations and fit both the constant parameters
KIM and the score-driven DyNoKIM, then comparing the inferred Jest with the
one that was used to generate the data, J true, by means of a linear regression
model Jestij = a+bJ trueij +ε. We see from Figure 2b that when β is not constant,
the KIM underestimates the absolute value of the parameters, highlighted by
the fact that b < 1 (and a ≈ 0, not shown). The error is greatly reduced in
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the DyNoKIM thanks to the way in which we solve the indetermination of 〈β〉:
after the model parameters are estimated and a filtered βest(t) is found, we nor-
malize its mean to 1 and multiply the estimated Jest by the same factor, leaving
the likelihood of the model unchanged. This result supports our argument that
using a KIM on data where parameters of the data generating process are time
varying can be misleading and leads to significant errors, something that can
be overcome by adopting the score driven models proposed here.

2.2 Forecasting stock price activity with DyNoKIM

The first application of DyNoKIM is to financial markets. Measuring high-
frequency price volatility in financial markets is a non-trivial task that has been
at the core of research in quantitative finance over the last two decades [41].
Volatility is in fact a latent process which is hard to measure for reasons that
range from price staleness to microstructural effects like price discretization and
bid-ask bounce. Price activity, namely the binary time series marking the events
of price changes, is a proxy for high-frequency price volatility that has been used
recently to quantify the endogeneity in the price formation [42, 43, 44, 45, 46,
47, 48].

Here we propose the DyNoKIM as an effective tool to forecast stock price
activity at high frequency. The advantages with respect to standard methods
is twofold: first, we are able to model the dynamics of a large panel of assets,
hence considering volatility spillovers between them; second, the score driven
approach allows us to measure the local predictability of price activity in real
time. We study the 100 largest capitalization stocks in the NASDAQ and NYSE
over 11 trading days. Price activity is defined as a binary variable si(t) for each
stock i, taking value +1 if the stock price has changed in the interval (t − 1, t]
and −1 otherwise, with time discretized at 5 seconds. The choice of time scale
is largely arbitrary: we choose 5 seconds to obtain a set of variables that have
unconditional mean as close to 0 as possible to have a balanced dataset. We
focus our attention on the lagged interdependencies among different stocks, by
applying the DyNoKIM to the multivariate time series s(t).

Our theoretical results from Figure 1 suggest to use β to quantify the re-
liability of forecasts of price activity using this model. We thus estimate the
model parameters once per day and use them to filter β(t) on the following day,
while measuring the out of sample accuracy of the predicted price movements
using the AUC metric. To ensure that there is reason to model the system
with time-varying β, we apply a Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test [49] with a null
hypothesis of constant β, finding strong rejections of the null at the p < 0.001
level for every day in the sample. Further information on the test can be found
in the Materials and Methods section.

We show an example of the results of this analysis in Fig. 3a where we
consider a single day. We empirically observe that when the filtered value of
β(t) is large, the subsequent forecast of activity is systematically more reliable
because AUC is larger. We find a good agreement between the empirical results
and the theoretical values for AUC under the assumption of Gaussian effective
fields gi, even if some discrepancy is observable due to the non-Gaussianity of
actual fields. Thus we conclude that the DyNoKIM can be effectively used to
model high frequency volatility of a large portfolio of stocks and to measure in
real time its level of predictability.
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Figure 3: AUC statistics compared to β(t) in applications of DyNoKIM. (a)
AUC values for stock price activity on November 19, 2019 aggregated for dif-
ferent values of β(t), compared to the theoretical expected AUC with Gaussian
gi(t) and to the performance with constant β; (b) AUC values for link prediction
in the SocioPatterns dataset, compared with the theoretical expected AUC and
the constant β benchmark.

2.3 Link Prediction in Temporal Networks with DyNoKIM

In our second application, we show that DyNoKIM can be used to model tem-
poral networks. In particular we show that DyNoKIM dynamically provides the
level of predictability of links of the network by exploiting again the relation
between β(t) and AUC.

Networks are a paradigmatic tool to describe pairwise relations in complex
systems [50, 51, 52, 53] and applications include human mobility [54], migration
[55], disease spreading [56], international trade [57] and financial stability [58,
59], to mention a few. More recently, the increasing availability of time varying
relational data stimulated a widespread and fast growing interest in the analysis
of temporal networks [60]. It also motivated the development of a number of
models to describe the dynamics of temporal networks [61, 62, 63, 64]

A network, defined by a set of M nodes and a set of links between pairs of
nodes, can be described by an M×M binary adjacency matrix G ∈ {0, 1}M×M ,
where Aij = 1 if a link between nodes i and j is present and Gij = 0 otherwise.
When the relation described by the links is not directional, Gij = Gji and
the network is said to be undirected. We consider temporal networks where
the number of nodes M is fixed across multiple time steps and indicate the
adjacency matrix of the graph at time t by G (t).

In order to use the KIM to model a temporal network, we map the elements
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of the adjacency matrix into spins, associating a present link to a spin +1 and an
absent link to a spin −1. In this way we represent each adjacency matrix G (t)
as a vector s(t) ∈ {−1, 1}N where N = M(M − 1)/2, assuming the network
to be undirected and without self loops. In light of this mapping, the matrix
J now captures the tendency of links to influence each other at lag one - for
example the diagonal terms can be interpreted as measuring link persistence
- while the elements of h are associated with the idiosyncratic probability to
observe a given link.

Interestingly, such a mapping highlights that (standard) KIM can be seen as
belonging to the Temporal Exponential Random Graph Model (TERGM)[64]
family, as we discuss in the SI. Moreover, it turns out that a large subset of
possible TERGM specifications can be mapped into a KIM. Hence, the score
driven KIM that we propose here is an extension of the TERGM allowing its
parameters to evolve in time. This frames DyNoKIM also as a contribution to
the literature on network models with time varying parameters, alongside with
a recent extension of a different, but related, family called Exponential Random
Graphs [65] to its score driven version [13].

The problem of link prediction in networks is very important and can be
framed in different ways [66, 67]. For discrete time temporal networks, link
prediction amounts to forecasting the presence of a link at time t+ 1 given the
observations available up to time t. This is easily done with the KIM defining
the forecast exactly as in Eq 7.

We apply DyNoKIM to a real world temporal network describing close prox-
imity between workers at the Institut National de Veille Sanitaire in Saint-
Maurice [68]. The data was collected with the sensing platform developed by the
SocioPatterns [69] collaboration and describe situations of face-to-face proxim-
ity between pairs of workers lasting at least 20 seconds. The observations cover
10 working days, from June 24 to July 3, 2013. For each day, we construct the
time series of adjacency matrices, at a frequency of 20 seconds between 7:30 am
and 5:30 pm. A link between two workers is present if they face each other at
a distance less than 1.5 meters and is absent otherwise. As is often the case
in real temporal networks, a large number of links is never, or very rarely, ob-
served. Since for such trivial links the prediction problem is not interesting, and
to keep the computational complexity to a reasonable level, we consider only
the subset of the 100 most active links in each day. For each day, we estimate
the DyNoKIM on a training set consisting of the first 75% of observations and
then use the remaining 25% for out of sample validation. For each t we com-
pute the AUC and report in Fig. 3b the aggregated results for all days. As
in the financial application, we observe a monotonically increasing relation be-
tween β(t) and AUC, indicating that DyNoKIM is a reliable tool to dynamically
quantify forecast accuracy also in applications to temporal networks data. Also
in this case, we observe a good agreement with the theoretical prediction, with
differences explainable by the non Gaussianity of the estimated matrix J .

These two empirical examples show that our theoretical results for the
DyNoKIM are indeed verified in realistic applications and that using this method
- which we believe could be applied even to more sophisticated models - can re-
sult in a significant gain in the use of forecasting models, giving a simple criterion
to discriminate when to trust (or not) the forecasts.
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2.4 The Dynamic Endogeneity KIM

A more general specification of the score-driven KIM is the Dynamic Endogene-
ity Kinetic Ising Model (DyEnKIM), where we assume that each parameter J
and h has its own specific time-varying factorization. Going back to Eq. 4, we
now impose the following structure to the parameters:

β = 1

Jij(t) = βdiag(t)Jijδij + βoff (t)Jij(1− δij)
hi(t) = βh(t)(hi + h0(t)) (8)

where δij is the Kronecker symbol which is 1 if i = j and 0 otherwise and we
will call β(t) = (βdiag, βoff , βh) in the following.

With this choice we want to be able to discriminate between different com-
ponents of the observed system dynamics: one associated with the idiosyncratic
properties of variable i (βh), with general trends (h0), with autocorrelations
(βdiag), and finally with lagged cross-correlations among variables (βoff ). In
this formulation each of these time-varying parameters β measures the relative
importance of one term over the others in the generation of the data, highlight-
ing periods of higher endogeneity of the dynamics (when correlations have higher
importance) rather than periods where the dynamics is more idiosyncratic or
exogenously driven. We report a consistency analysis for the DyEnKIM in the
SI, where we show that even under model misspecification this approach cor-
rectly separates the different components of the dynamics and captures their
relative importance.

2.5 Role of non stationarity in neural data

As a first example of the application of the DyEnKIM, we consider the firing
dynamics of a set of neurons. Inferring the network of connections between
neurons by observing the correlated dynamics of firing has received a lot of
attention in the last two decades [70, 19] and the KIM has been extensively
used for this purpose [71, 72, 73]. The underlying idea is that the (lagged)
correlation in the firing of two time series suggests the existence of a physical
connection between the two corresponding neurons.

However, as pointed out in [74], correlated behavior can also be generated
by the fact that neurons are subject to a common non-stationary input, for
example driven by the external environment. Disentangling the contributions
to correlations coming from external drivers from those coming from genuine
interactions is critical to reliably identify the network structure between neurons.

To this end [74] proposes an inferential method to achieve this result by
considering a KIM with a time dependent external field hi(t) representing the
contribution of the external stimuli and of all the non recorded neurons to the
activity of neuron i at time t. However the inference method requires many
”trials” or repetitions of the experiment, under the strong methodological as-
sumption that all the repetitions are obtained under identical conditions, an
hypothesis that might be difficult to control in such type of complex experi-
ments.

We now show that DyEnKIM can be used for this purpose on a single ex-
periment. We use the data of [75] obtained from a multichannel experiment
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Figure 4: (a) Filtered values of βoff , βh, and h0(t) for salamander retina data.
The continuous line is the mean value across the 297 experiments and the 90%
confidence interval (i.e. 268/297 of the filtered values stay within the bands).
(b) Estimated probability density function of the number of synchronous spikes.
(c) Zipf plot of the frequency of observed patterns. In (b-c) the probability
densities are obtained as average across the experiments, but a small variability
is observed when considering individual experiments.

recording firing patterns of 160 salamander retina neurons, stimulated by a film
clip of a swimming fish. The 20s experiment is sampled with time binning of
20ms, corresponding to T = 944 and we considered the N = 40 most active
neurons. Finally the experiment is repeated 297 times.

The DyEnKIM of Eq. 4 is estimated and for each experiment we perform
an LM test. We find that while for βoff (t), βh(t), and h0(t) we reject the null
hypothesis of constant parameter in 99.3%, 76.8%, and 100% of the experiments
respectively, this percentage drops to 43.1% for βdiag(t). For this reason we
consider a simplified model where βdiag(t) is constant1. Fig. 4a shows the
temporal dynamics of the three filtered parameters. Since we are able to filter
the dynamics for each experiment, in the figure we show the mean and the 90%
confidence interval. It is evident that the three parameters show significant
variations, likely in response to the external stimulus provided by the film clip
and by unobserved neurons.

In order to evaluate how well our model describes the empirical data we

1The following results are essentially unchanged when considering a time varying βdiag(t).
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consider two statistics: (i) the distribution of the number of synchronous (i.e.,
within the same time bin) spikes and (ii) the Zipf plot, obtained as the rank
plot of the frequency of each spiking pattern. Both quantities depend on the
many body synchronous correlations among spins, thus are not automatically
explained by KIM-type models which fit the pairwise correlations. As a bench-
mark model we consider a constant parameter KIM estimated on the whole
dataset. In Fig. 4b-c we show these statistics. We observe that the DyEnKIM
reproduces both quite well, while the constant parameter KIM largely fails in
describing the distribution of the number of synchronous spikes and in predict-
ing the frequency of the most frequent patterns (rank between 2 and ∼ 100)
where the underestimation is up to an order of magnitude. We also considered
a sparse version of the KIM obtaining similar results (see SI).

The above results are very interesting because they show that a pairwise
dynamic interaction model is able to reproduce higher-order correlations, if one
takes into account the time varying dynamics of the global interactions (see also
[19] for the static Ising model). It is important to stress once more that, while
an approach as in Ref. [74] requires many experiments and the strong method-
ological assumption that these are identical realizations of the same process,
our method to measure time-varying interactions can be performed on a single
experiment. Incidentally, one can then use the estimation to test whether the
different experiments are statistically equivalent by comparing the estimates
across replicas. Moreover our model has only three time dependent scalars,
while the model of [74] requires a time dependent field for each of the N neu-
rons, thus the latter is highly parametrized with a modeled dynamics strongly
constrained by the data.

2.6 Disentangling endogenous and exogenous price dy-
namics

As a second application of the DyEnKIM we consider the problem of quantifying
the contribution to stock price changes due to exogenous events (e.g. news,
announcements) and to endogenous feedbacks. A vast literature [42, 44, 43, 45,
47, 48, 46] has tackled this point, but almost invariably this has been done by
assuming that the relation between price and external drivers, as well as those
driving the internal feedback, is constant in time. The DyEnKIM allows us
to test this hypothesis, by considering time varying parameters whose dynamic
can be filtered from data. Understanding the role of exogenous or endogenous
drivers in market volatility is very important, also to devise possible policy
measures able to avoid their occurrences and DyEnKIM, being able to identify
them in real time, could provide valuable tools for market monitoring.

For this application we focus on two events that caused huge turmoil in the
stock markets at the intraday level. The first one is the May 6, 2010 Flash Crash,
when a seemingly unjustifiable sudden drop in the price of E-mini S&P 500
futures contracts caused all major stock indices to plummet in a matter of a few
minutes, recovering most of the lost value when circuit breakers came into place.
Multiple explanations of what happened have been offered by a large number
of academics, regulators and practitioners: responsibility has been attributed
to careless algorithmic trading [76], deteriorated market liquidity which quickly
vanished when price volatility increased [77], market fragmentation [78, 79],
predatory trading strategies by high-frequency traders [80, 81].
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Figure 5: Values of 〈gdiag〉(t), 〈goff 〉(t), 〈gh〉(t) and h0(t) during the day of May
6, 2010 Flash Crash (a) and during the day of FOMC announcement on July
31, 2019 (b). The black lines are the the average midprice across the S&P100
stocks. The red area in the top panel highlights the time window (14:32:00 to
15:08:00 EST) where the Flash Crash takes place.

The second event we analyze is the announcement following the Federal
Open Market Committee (FOMC) meeting of July 31, 2019. In this meeting
the Federal Reserve operated its first interest rate cut in over a decade, the last
one dating back to the 2008 financial crisis, encountering mixed reactions in
both the news and the markets. In particular an answer to a question in the
Q&A press conference by the Fed Chairman Powell has been highlighted by news
agencies, when being asked whether further cuts in the future meetings were an
option, he answered “we’re thinking of it essentially as a midcycle adjustment
to policy” [82]. This answer triggered turmoil in the equity markets, with all
major indices dropping around 2% in a few minutes.

Like in the previous section, we construct our dataset for both events taking
price movements for the then S&P100-indexed stocks at the 5 seconds time scale
and constructing the associated price activity time series. Differently from the
previous example, here we apply the DyEnKIM methodology to study varia-
tions in the relative importance of different sets of parameters as events unfold.
In this case the LM test rejects the null of constant parameters for all βs and
all datasets. To better interpret the results we introduce the value of the com-
ponents of the effective fields gi(t), each related to one of the time-varying
parameters

gi(t) = gi,diag(t) + gi,off (t) + gi,h(t)

gi,diag(t) = βdiag(t)Jiisi(t)

gi,off (t) = βoff (t)
∑
j

Jijsj(t)

gi,h(t) = βh(t)(hi + h0(t))
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which we then average at each time across all indices i, obtaining the quantities
〈gdiag〉(t) and so on.

Since the model is applied to price activity, which can be thought of as a
proxy of high-frequency volatility [42, 43], the financial interpretation of these
time-varying parameters relates to volatility clustering in the case of βdiag, to
volatility spillovers for βoff , to higher or lower market-wise volatility for h0 and
the relevance of exogenous effects is given by βh. Thus the 〈g·〉(t) quantities
can be intuitively related to what the explained sum of squares means for linear
regression models, in the sense that the more a 〈g·〉(t) is far from 0 relative to
others the more the data are affected at time t by that subset of parameters
and the corresponding variable. We choose to show these quantities as a simple
way of assessing the relevance of the components, a problem that is not easily
solved in this kind of models.

The top panel of Figure 5 shows the components of the fields during the
Flash Crash of May 6, 2010. Here the parameters show a very significant varia-
tion around the crash, with a large increase of 〈gh〉 in the 45 minutes preceding
the crash together with a similar increase of the endogeneity field 〈gdiag〉 and
〈goff 〉 during the event, which then stay large until market close. This indicates
that the turmoil induced by the Flash Crash reverberated for the remainder of
the trading hours, even after the prices had recovered at pre-crash levels. The
intraday pattern is overshadowed by the effect of the crash, but the picture at
the beginning of the day is similar to normal trading days (see SI). These results
indicate an exogenous increase in activity before the crash, which is accompa-
nied by the endogenous mechanism of volatility spillovers between stocks, as
evidenced by large value of 〈goff 〉 during and after the Flash Crash. In con-
clusion our analysis indicates that both exogenous and endogenous drivers were
important for the onset of Flash Crash.

In the bottom panel of Figure 5 we show the values of the effective fields on
July 31, 2019. The FOMC announcement went public at 14:00:00 EST and is
followed by a press conference at 14:30:00 EST, with a Q&A starting at around
14:36:00 EST. Again we see that the usual intraday pattern is interrupted by
the news, which however, differently from the Flash Crash, was a scheduled
event. This difference leads to the complete absence of any sort of “unusual”
effect in the earlier hours of the day, as typically analysts provide forecasts
regarding these announcements in the previous days and this information is
already incorporated in the prices. What then happens is that, if the news does
not meet market expectations, a correction in prices will occur as soon as the
information is made public, leading to higher market volatility in the minutes
and hours following the announcement [83, 84]. In this specific case, forecasts
were mixed between a 0.25% and a 0.50% interest rates cut scenario.

The published announcement at 14:00 EST mostly matched these forecasts,
with the FOMC lowering the interest target rate by 0.25%, and we indeed
see that the price levels are not particularly affected by the news. However a
transient increase in volatility, and in particular the endogenous components,
can still be observed in the few minutes following the announcement, quickly
returning to average levels. It is interesting to see the reaction to the press
conference held 30 minutes after the release, and in particular to the answers
the Chairman of the Fed Jerome H. Powell gives to journalists in the Q&A. As
soon as the Q&A starts, around 14:36 EST, prices begin to plummet in response
to the Chairman’s answers, possibly reacting to the statement that this interest
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rates cut was only intended as a “midcycle adjustment to policy” rather than
as the first of a series. Expectations of further rates cuts in the later months of
the year could be a reason for this adjustment in the prices when these forecasts
are not met, as usually lower interest rates push the stock prices up. We see
however that this unexpected event causes a behavior in the estimated time-
varying parameters resembling what we have seen in the Flash Crash, albeit the
endogenous components are even more significant here.

3 Discussion

We have applied the score-driven methodology to extend the Kinetic Ising Model
to a time-varying parameters formulation, introducing two new models for com-
plex systems: the Dynamical Noise Kinetic Ising Model (DyNoKIM) and the
Dynamic Endogeneity Kinetic Ising Model (DyEnKIM). We showed that the
DyNoKIM, characterized by a time-varying noise level parameter β(t), has a
clear utility in forecasting applications, as the Area Under the ROC Curve can
be showed to be a growing function of β(t), while the DyEnKIM can be used
to discriminate between endogenous and exogenous effects in the evolution of a
multivariate time series.

We then provided example applications of the two models. We successfully
employed the DyNoKIM to quantify the real-time forecasting accuracy of stock
price activities in the US stock market, as well as the real-time link prediction
accuracy in a temporal social network. The result, largely matching the pre-
dictions from theory and simulations, is a methodological breakthrough for the
real-world application of time-varying parameter models of complex systems,
opening to the possibility of implementing real-time indicators quantifying the
accuracy of model-based predictions.

We have then applied the DyEnKIM to model a population of salaman-
der retina neurons and describe the high-frequency volatility of US stocks in
proximity of extreme events such as the Flash Crash of May 6, 2010 or around
scheduled announcements as the FOMC report of July 31, 2019. We designed
the DyEnKIM to disentangle the effects of interactions from the ones of ex-
ogenous sources on the observed collective dynamics, a task that is typically
non-trivial but nonetheless fundamental in the modeling of complexity. Our re-
sults show that this distinction can be made regardless of the underlying system,
providing a detailed description and insight on the dynamics, and most impor-
tantly without requiring multiple controlled experiments, as is common practice
in previous applications of the KIM on neuron populations, thus opening to the
adoption of the model in contexts where running repeated experiments is costly
or impossible.

In conclusion, the Score-Driven KIM poses the foundations for a new mod-
eling paradigm in complex systems. We foresee several relevant extensions such
as the modeling of non binary data, for example extending to a Potts-like model
[85], or to non-Markovian settings. The key advantages provided by the score-
driven methodology in terms of ease of estimation and minimization of model
misspecification errors open to the implementation of more accurate and ver-
satile models, interesting a wide range of disciplines that look to describe and
unravel complexity from empirical observations.

16



4 Materials and Methods

Model inference

The KIM static parameters Θ are inferred via Maximum Likelihood Estima-
tion using a known Mean Field technique [40] or, when this is not possible,
via standard Gradient Descent methods. Given Θ we estimate w,B,A by per-
forming a targeted estimation [86] through ADAM stochastic Gradient Descent
[87]. Targeted estimation, which is common in observation-driven models such
as the GARCH [88], first fits the mean value of the time-varying parameter
〈f〉 = w/(1−B) and then fits the (w,B,A) parameters keeping this ratio con-
stant. This procedure significantly reduces the estimation time and produces
accurate estimates in our simulations. Further details on the process can be
found in the SI.

A Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test [49] is used to reject the hypothesis of
constant parameters. The test statistic of the LM test can be written as the
Explained Sum of Squares (ESS) of the auxiliary linear regression

1 = cw∇0
t + cAS0(t−1)∇

0
t (9)

where ∇0
t is the time t score under the null hypothesis that f(t) = w ∀ t, S0t

is the time t rescaled score (i.e. I−1/2(t)∇t) under the null, the constants cw
and cA are estimated by standard linear regression methods and the resulting
LM test statistic is distributed as a χ2 random variable with one degree of
freedom. If the null is rejected, the hypothesis that β is time varying is a
valid alternative and we can proceed to estimate the score-driven dynamics
parameters. In the DyEnKIM, having multiple time-varying parameters, we
test each parameter against two null hypotheses, one where all parameters are
constant and one where all other parameters are score-driven, applying FDR
correction for multiple tests. All tests on models presented here reject the null
with p < 0.001.

Data

US stock prices data provided by LOBSTER academic data - powered by NAS-
DAQ OMX. The data consists of the reconstructed Limit Order Book (LOB) for
each US stock with timestamps at millisecond precision. We take the mid-price
(i.e. the average between the best ask and the best bid prices in the LOB) as a
real-time proxy of the price, as done in [47]. Press reports about the analyzed
market events can be found on financial media outlets. FOMC meeting reports
are publicly available at federalreserve.gov. The salamander retina neuron data
has been collected by Prof. Michael J. Berry II and made publicly available at
doi:10.15479/AT:ISTA:61. It consists of measurements from 160 salamander
retina ganglion cells collected through a multi-electrode array. The cells are
responding to a light stimulus in the form of a 20 s naturalistic movie and the
experiment is repeated 297 times. The electrical signal has been preprocessed
to obtain a binary time series for each neuron with time resolution of 20 ms,
identifying time intervals where the neuron has produced at least one spike with
a 1, and 0 otherwise. From the public dataset we selected the 40 neurons with
highest average spike rate over the 297 repeats of the experiment.
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The data describing situations of face to face proximity between individuals
in the workplace, is provided by the SocioPatterns [69] collaboration. It was
collected, over a period of two weeks, in one of the two office buildings of the
Institut National de Veille Sanitaire (InVS), located in Saint Maurice near Paris,
France. Two thirds of the total staff agreed to participate to the data collection.
They were asked to wear a sensor on their chest, that allow exchange of radio
packets only when the persons are facing each other at a range closer than 1.5
m. By design, any contact that lasted at least 20 seconds was recorded with a
probability higher than 99%. In our temporal network application, we associate
a node to each individual, and assign a link between two workers if they face
each other at a distance less than 1.5 meters. We then consider only the subset
of the 100 most active links in each day.
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Testing for parameter instability across different modeling frameworks.
Journal of Financial Econometrics, 15(2):223–246, 2017.
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Appendix A Further information on the Score-
Driven KIM

A.1 Additional information on Kinetic Ising Models

Spin systems have been analyzed by physicists since the early 20th century,
mostly as models to understand the microscopical foundations of magnetism. A
spin is indeed a proxy for an atomic magnetic moment, i.e. the torque the atom
is subject to when immersed in a magnetic field. The first spin model is the
celebrated 1D Ising Model [89], which mathematically abstracts the problem to
an infinite chain of binary variables s (the spins) that can be either in an “up” or
“down” state. These perceive the local magnetic field generated by their nearest
neighbors as well as any external magnetic field and tend to “align” (i.e. match
the state) or “disalign” (i.e. go in the opposite state) with the net field they
sense, based on the value of a parameter J . The model was intended to verify
the hypothesis that thermal properties of ferromagnetic materials can arise from
microscopic interactions between their atoms, but failed to do so because no net
magnetic field would be observed at equilibrium. However, it was later shown
[90] that the failure was not due to the mechanism, but to the oversimplification
of taking a 1-dimensional system: in fact, if one takes a 2D lattice instead of a
1D chain, this extremely simple model qualitatively reproduces the macroscopic
thermal properties of ferromagnets. The success of the Ising Model has led to
its extension and refinement to describe exotic materials such as spin glasses
[16], and its fascinating ability to describe macroscopic properties determined
by microscopic coordination posed the foundations to many quantitative models
of complex systems, with examples of successful Ising-like models for protein and
DNA chains [24], neurons [91] and financial markets [28].

The appeal of Ising Models comes in part from the fact that they belong
to the class of Maximum Entropy models, as introduced by [18]. The principle
states that, given a set of constrained quantities from available observations -
such as sample averages - a probability distribution that maximizes Shannon’s
entropy [92] subject to the constraints is the best distribution to describe the
observations, as it is the one that makes the least arbitrary assumptions. In
particular Ising Models result from Shannon’s entropy maximization constrain-
ing means and correlations of the spins, thus making them a popular choice to
describe systems that can be encoded in binary strings.

The Kinetic Ising Model (KIM) is the out-of-equilibrium version of the
Sherrington-Kirkpatrick (SK) spin glass [15, 6], developed a few years later
and proposed as dynamical model for asymmetric neural networks with discrete
time and synchronous sampling. The model’s transition probability, describ-
ing the probability of observing a future configuration {si(t)} given a current
configuration {st(t− 1)}, reads

p({si(t)}|{si(t− 1)}, J, h) =
1

Z(t)
exp{

∑
i,j

Jijsi(t)sj(t− 1) +
∑
i

hisi(t)} (A.1)

Differently from its predecessor, which describes the equilibrium properties
of spin glasses, this model describes the dynamics of a system of spins which
have asymmetric interactions, namely spin i’s effect on spin j is different from
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spin j’s effect on i. This difference is incorporated in the structure of the
J matrix, which is symmetric in the SK model and asymmetric in the KIM.
Having Jij 6= Jji in fact implies that these coefficients can no longer describe
a synchronous interaction, as for instance a correlation coefficient, but need to
describe an asynchronous one, specifically in this case a lag one interaction.

Typically, in the physics literature, the J elements are assumed to be iid
Gaussian random variables, Jij ∼ N (J0/N, J

2
1/N) and the properties of the

model as data generating process are the object of analysis. As shown in [6],
the KIM loses the so-called “spin glass” phase of the SK model - a phase in which
the system “freezes” in a metastable configuration with local order but no global
order - and only presents a dynamic phase transition between a paramagnetic
phase - where spins do not show preferential alignment - and a ferromagnetic
phase - where all spins align in one direction - when the mean of the J elements,
J0/N , is greater than 1/N .

A more complete characterization of the model can be found in the physics
literature [6, 15, 93, 94], with recent developments contributing to neuroscience
[74], machine learning [95, 33, 34] and finance [30] literatures. As a last re-
mark, the model has been developed in at least another independent strand of
literature with the name of Discrete AutoRegressive model (DAR) [96], and an
equivalence between these models has been recently shown in [97].

A.2 Additional information on score-driven models

Let us set the stage to better explain score-driven models by briefly reviewing
the theory of time-varying parameters models in discrete time. There is a rich
literature on the topic, which has been summarized in the review by Tucci [98]
and more recently by Koopman et al. [99]. In general, a time-varying parameters
model can be written as

s(t) ∼ p(s(t)|f(t),S(t− 1),Φ1) (A.2a)

f(t) = ψ(f(t− 1), f(t− 2), ...,S(t− 1), ε(t),Φ2) (A.2b)

where s(t) is a vector of observations sampled from the probability distribution
function p, S(t − 1) is the set of all observations up to time t − 1 and f(t) are
the parameters which are assumed to be time varying. The dynamics of those
parameters can either depend on past observations, on past values of the same
parameters, on some external noise ε(t) and on two sets of static parameters Φ1

and Φ2.
If the function ψ only contains past values of the time-varying parameters,

a noise term and the static parameters, then the model is called a parameter-
driven model, whereas if the function ψ can be written as a deterministic func-
tion only of past observations and past parameters, it is called an observation-
driven model [8].

Examples for parameter-driven models can be found in the financial econo-
metrics literature looking at stochastic volatility models [100, 101], which aim
at describing the time-varying nature of the volatility (i.e. the variance) of price
variations, as well as other examples [102, 103].

Within the observation-driven models, the most celebrated example is the
Generalized AutoRegressive Conditional Heteroscedasticity (GARCH) model
[88], where a time series of financial log-returns is modelled using a time-varying
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volatility parameter depending deterministically on squared observations up to
that time and past values of volatilities.

The main advantage of adopting an observation-driven model rather than
a parameter-driven one lies in its estimation: having time-varying parameters
that only depend on observations through a set of static parameters results in a
strong reduction of complexity in writing the likelihood of the model, whereas
the calculations for most non-trivial parameter-driven models are typically ex-
tremely convoluted and computationally intensive.

Score-driven (or Generalized Autoregressive Score - GAS - models) are a
specific class of observation-driven models. Originally introduced by Creal et
al. [9] and Harvey [10], they postulate that time-varying parameters depend on
observations through the score of the conditional likelihood, that the gradient
of its logarithm.

Let us restate Eq. 2 of the main text to provide a more detailed explanation
of the score-driven dynamics

f(t+ 1) = w +Bf(t) +AI−1/2(t)∇t (A.3)

where w, B and A are a set of static parameters, f(t) ∈ RM is a vector of time-
varying parameters of the model’s conditional probability density p(s(t)|f(t), ...)

with s(t) ∈ RN , and ∇t = ∂ log p(s(t)|f(t))
∂f(t) is the score. In this generic form, w

is a M -dimensional vector, while A and B are M ×M matrices. I−1/2(t) is
also a M × M matrix, introduced to rescale the time t score to account for
local convexity, that we choose to be the inverse of the square root of the Fisher
information matrix associated with p(s(t)|f(t)). This is not the only possible
choice for this rescaling matrix [9] but in our opinion it is the most intuitive
way of rescaling the score (and probably the most common one).

As mentioned, one of the main reasons to choose an observation-driven model
is the less challenging estimation, but it is not the only one. Score-driven models
in particular have been shown to be optimal in terms of Kullback-Leibler diver-
gence [11, 104] in approximating any unknown underlying probability distribu-
tion. Given the absence of unobservable noise processes, contrary to parameter-
driven models in general, they are able to properly fit unknown parameter dy-
namics with accuracy that are second only to the data generating process itself.
This makes score-driven models the ideal choice whenever prior knowledge about
parameters dynamics is scarce.

Finally, the score-driven modelling approach provides access to a simple
Lagrange Multiplier statistical test [49], of the null hypothesis that a given pa-
rameter is constant. This is of crucial importance when estimating a model
parameters from data, as knowing whether the parameter can be considered
static or should be assumed to be time-varying helps in the selection of mod-
els that extract more relevant informations from the data and are less prone
to overfitting or underfitting problems. We reported details on the Lagrange
Multiplier test in the “Materials and Methods” section in the main text.

A.3 Score-Driven models as filters of a misspecified dy-
namics

Here we present a simple example of how score-driven models can be used to
filter an unknown dynamics of a parameter, without assuming a specific model
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for its time evolution. We will do it by considering the classical case of a discrete
time random walk model with time-varying diffusion coefficient. This type of
models is very popular in finance where the (logarithm of the) price follows a
random walk and the diffusion rate, termed volatility, represents the risk of the
asset. As we will show, under minimal assumptions, such a filter turns out to
coincide with the popular GARCH model for volatility.

All this is relatively well known. Indeed, the interpretation of GARCH
processes as predictive filters is well described in this statement by Nelson [105]:
“Note that our use of the term ‘estimate’ corresponds to its use in the filtering
literature rather than the statistics literature; that is, an ARCH model with
(given) fixed parameters produces ‘estimates’ of the true underlying conditional
covariance matrix at each point in time in the same sense that a Kalman filter
produces ‘estimates’ of unobserved state variables in a linear system”.

Let us call s(t) the increment of the log-price, p(t+ 1)− p(t) and consider a
stochastic volatility model

s(t) = σ(t)ε(t) ε(t) ∼ N (0, 1).

i.e. the conditional probability density function of s(t) is

p(s(t)|σ(t)) =
1√

2πσ2(t)
e
− s2(t)

2σ2(t)

By choosing as time-varying parameter f(t) = σ2(t), the score of the likeli-
hood is

∂ log p(s(t)|f(t))

∂f(t)
= − 1

2σ2(t)
+

s2(t)

2σ4(t)

hence the equation for the evolution of volatility is

σ2(t+ 1) = w +Bσ2(t) +
AI−1/2(t)

2

[
s2(t)− σ2(t)

σ4(t)

]
Thus if s2(t)� σ2(t) (s2(t)� σ2(t)), the new σ2(t+ 1) will be larger (smaller)
than σ2(t). This is exactly the mechanism which dynamically adjusts the filtered
estimation of volatility taking into account the most recent observation(s).

By choosing I(t) as the the Fisher information matrix and using E[s2(t)|σ2(t)] =
σ2(t), it is

I(t) ≡ −E
[
∂2 log p(s(t)|σ(t))

∂2σ2(t)

∣∣∣∣σ2(t)

]
= −E

[
1

2σ4(t)
− s2(t)

σ6(t)

∣∣∣∣σ2(t)

]
=

1

2σ4(t)

thus

σ2(t+ 1) = w +Bσ2(t) +A(s2(t)− σ2(t)) = w + αs2(t) + βσ2(t) (A.4)

with α = A and β = B − A, which coincides with the GARCH model. This
model has been originally proposed as a data generating process for describing
realistic dynamics of volatility, while here it is derived as a result of Score-
Driven modeling. The GARCH model of Eq. A.4 is typically seen as a data
generating process for the volatility, and thus the price, of financial assets. This
model is routinely estimated from real data and used widely in the financial
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industry for risk management, portfolio allocation, systemic risk, etc.. Fig. A.1
shows a typical simulated price pattern from a GARCH(1,1) process, displaying
fat tails and clustered volatility, as observed in empirical data. Other popu-
lar econometric models as Multiplicative Error Model (MEM), Autoregressive
Conditional Duration (ACD), Autoregressive Conditional Intensity (ACI) can
be cast as special cases of score-driven models.

However, the main point we want to make here concerns the use of GARCH,
and more generally of score-driven models, as filters of a differently specified
dynamics. To show this in practice, we simulate 1000 price observations from
the model

s(t) = σ(t)ε(t) ε(t) ∼ N (0, 1) σ(t) = 2 +
1

2
sin

(
πt

100

)
(A.5)

The left panel of Fig. A.2 shows the simulated price dynamics. This is clearly
not a GARCH model and the sinuisodal shape can be modified with other
deterministic or stochastic processes. Assuming the data generating process
of Eq. A.5 is unknown, one can nevertheless fit the GARCH(1,1) model and
obtain, beside the static parameters w, α, and β, the filtered values of σ(t). The
outcome of this procedure is shown in the right panel of Fig. A.2 where the red
line is the simulated σ(t), while the black circles represent the filtered values of
σ(t).

The example shows how score-driven models can be used to filter the time-
varying parameters with unknown dynamics from data. As mentioned in the
main text, Score-driven models have been shown to be an optimal choice among
observation-driven models when minimising the Kullback-Leibler divergence to
an unknown generating probability distribution [11].

A.4 Details on the inference method

As mentioned in the main text our estimation procedure is done in steps, starting
by estimating the parameters Θ = (J, h) of the standard KIM and then running
a targeted estimation for the w, B and A parameters. In this Appendix we
provide some further details about this procedure.

The whole process can be summarized as the maximization of the log-
likelihood L(Θ, β(t), w,B,A) of the model in question, which in the case of
the DyNoKIM reads (setting as usual hi = 0 ∀i)

L(Θ, β(t), w,B,A) =

T∑
t=1

∑
i

β(t)
∑
j

si(t)Jijsj(t− 1)

− logZ(t)


(A.6a)

with log β(t+ 1) = w +B log β(t) +AI−1/2(t)∇t (A.6b)

and the definitions of the various quantities are given in the main text. The
log-likelihood shown above has a recursive form, as each term in the sum of
Eq. A.6a depends on β(t), which is determined recursively through Eq. A.6b
from a starting condition β(1). This means that, if one were to maximize L
with respect to all the parameters by applying a standard Gradient Descent
method, at each computation of L and its gradient it would be necessary to
compute the recursion, resulting in a slow and computationally cumbersome
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process. In order to make the estimation quicker we implement our multi-step
procedure, relying on existing methods for the estimation of the standard KIM
and of observation-driven models.

Our first step consists of maximizing L with respect to the standard KIM
parameters Θ. This is done adopting the Mean Field approach of Mézard and
Sakellariou [40], which is both fast and accurate in the estimation of fully con-
nected models. We refer the interested readers to the original publication for
further details on the method itself. In the specific case of neuron spike data,
the Mean Field method fails numerically and we resort to standard Gradient
Descent methods. The main reason to detach this step from the optimization
of the complete log-likelihood is that Θ contains a large number of parame-
ters: if one can get an estimate for those without recurring to slow and hard to
tune Gradient Descent methods the computational cost of the inference reduces
significantly.

Given the values of Θ obtained in the first step, we then move to the targeted
estimation of w, B and A. This consists in first estimating a target value f̄
for the unconditional mean of f(t) = log β(t) and then optimize w, B and A
maintaining the ratio w/(1 − B) = f̄ fixed. To estimate f̄ we maximize the
log-likelihood of Eq. A.6a temporarily imposing A = B = 0, hence Eq. A.6b
becomes log β(t) = f̄ = const. Finally, given this target value we optimize L
with respect to w, B and Amaintaining the ratio w/(1−B) = f̄ fixed and setting
f(1) = f̄ to start the recursion of Eq. A.6b. During these last two steps we use
the ADAptive Momentum (ADAM) [87] Stochastic Gradient Descent method
as optimization algorithm, as we found in our case it had better performance
with respect to other available methods.

This targeted estimation is not necessary - one could directly estimate w, B
and A together - but it is a standard procedure in the estimation of observation-
driven models like the GARCH [86], as it typically reduces the total number of
iterations of gradient descent.

We point out one last remark concerning the indetermination of 〈β〉 in the
model of Eq. 3 in the main text (and of 〈β〉 for the DyEnKIM), which is crucial
to understand the results of our simulations. The fact that these values cannot
be identified is not problematic per se, but requires caution when comparing
models and filtered parameters across different samples, or when comparing
estimates with simulations. To avoid misleading results, one needs to enforce
the sample mean of the filtered β(t) (or of each of the elements of β(t) in the
DyEnKIM) to be equal to a reference value, which without loss of generality
we pick to be 〈β〉 = 1. This is easily done by running the estimation and
filtering, then measuring 〈β〉 and rescaling β′(t) = β(t)/〈β〉. To leave the model
unchanged an opposite rescaling is needed for the parameters J and h, each
having to be multiplied by 〈β〉 themselves. This transformation does not change
the log-likelihood, thus the model parameters are still MLE, but crucially allows
to set a reference value for β that solves the indetermination.

Given this remark, in all the simulations we show where the data generating
process of β(t) is misspecified we generate its values making sure that their
sample mean is 1. By doing so we do not lose any generality in our results, as
the indetermination needs to be solved for the data generating process too if
one wants to obtain meaningful results, and we are able to correctly compare
the simulated values of J , h and β(t) with the ones that are estimated by the
score-driven model. Notably, since the model is misspecified, this cannot be
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achieved during estimation by enforcing the targeted unconditional mean to be
equal to 1, as the score in that case is not a martingale difference and thus the
unconditional mean of the score-driven parameter is ill-defined itself, as shown
by Creal et al. [9].

A.5 Derivation of the theoretical AUC

Here we expand on the derivation of the theoretical Area Under the ROC
Curve shown in Fig. 1 in the main text. A ROC curve is a set of points
(FPR(α), TPR(α)), with α ∈ [0, 1] being a free parameter determining the
minimum value of p(si(t) = +1|s(t − 1);β,Θ) which is considered to predict
ŝi(t) = 1. If the prediction ŝi(t) matches the realization si(t) then the classi-
fication is identified as a True Positive (or Negative, if p < α), otherwise it is
identified as a False Positive (Negative). The True Positive Rate (TPR) is the
ratio of True Positives to the total number of realized Positives, that is True
Positives plus False Negatives. Similarly the False Positive Rate (FPR) is the
ratio of False Positives to the total number of realized Negatives. Summarizing

TPR =
TP

TP + FN
; FPR =

FP

FP + TN

We can explicitly derive the analytical form of the theoretical Area Under
the Curve, that is the area that lies below the set of points (FPR(α), TPR(α)),
assuming the data generating process is well specified and performing some
assumptions on the distribution of the model parameters. As a reminder, a
classifier having AUC = 0.5 is called an uninformed classifier, meaning it makes
predictions statistically indistinguishable from random guessing, while values of
AUC greater than 0.5 are a sign of good forecasting capability.

Following the definition of TPR and FPR one can compute their expected
values

TPRφ(α, β) =
1

Z+
φ (β)

∫
gi:p+>α

dgiφ(g)p+(β, gi) (A.7a)

FPRφ(α, β) =
1

Z−φ (β)

∫
gi:p+>α

dgiφ(g)p−(β, gi) (A.7b)

where Z±φ (β) = p(si = ±1) is a normalization function, φ(g) is the unconditional
distribution of the effective fields gi and we have abbreviated the probability of
sampling a positive or negative value as

p±(β, gi) =
e±βgi

2 cosh(βgi)

The definition of the theoretical AUC then reads as

AUCφ(β) =

∫ 0

1

TPRφ(α, β)
∂FPRφ(α, β)

∂α
dα

that is the area below the set of points (FPR(α), TPR(α)). The lower limit
to the integration in Eqs. A.7 is gmin : p+(gmin) = α, which is found to be
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gmin(α, β) =
1

2β
log

α

1− α
Then applying the partial derivative to the definition of FPR it follows that

∂FPR

∂α
= − 1

Z−φ (β)

∂gmin
∂α

φ(gmin)(1− α)

where we have substituted p−(β, gmin) = 1 − α. Plugging all the above
results in the definition of AUCφ we then find

AUCφ(β) =
1

Z+
φ (β)Z−φ (β)

∫ 1

0

dα

[∫ +∞

gmin(α,β)

dgφ(g)
eβg

2 coshβg

] [
1

2αβ
φ(gmin(α, β))

]
(A.8)

From an operational perspective φ(g) is the distribution that the effective
fields show cross-sectionally across the whole sample, that is gi(t) ∼ φ(g) ∀i, t,
but it can also be calculated by giving a prior distribution to the static pa-
rameters of the model, Θ = (J, h, b). Finding this distribution can be useful
to provide an easier and more accurate evaluation of the expected AUC of a
forecast at a given β value, as it provides a bridge from the model parameters
to the AUC(β) we derived in Eq. A.8 and shown in Fig. 1 in the main text.

Let us assume, as is standard in the literature [6, 106, 40], that the param-
eters Θ are structured in such a way that

Jij
iid∼ N (J0/N, J

2
1/N − J2

0/N
2)

hi
iid∼ N (h0, h

2
1)

If that is the case then the distribution of gi(t) is itself a Gaussian, as gi(t) is
now a sum of independent Gaussian random variables Jij and hi with random
coefficients sj(t). Let us also define two average operators: the average 〈·〉 over
the distribution p, also called the thermal average (which, the system being
ergodic, coincides with a time average for T → ∞), and the average · over
the distribution of parameters, also known as the disorder average. Following
Mézard and Sakellariou [40] we can then find the unconditional mean of si which
reads

mi = 〈si(t)〉 = 〈tanh [βgi(t)]〉 (A.9)

where we have substituted the conditional mean value of si(t) inside the
brackets. This depends from the distribution of gi(t): assuming stationarity
and calling g0i = 〈gi(t)〉 and ∆2

i = 〈g2i (t)〉 − 〈gi(t)〉2 we find that they are

g0i = 〈
∑
j

Jijsj(t) + hi〉 =
∑
j

Jijmj + hi (A.10a)

∆2
i =

〈∑
j

Jijsj(t) + hi

2〉
−

〈∑
j

Jijsj(t) + hi

〉2

=
∑
j,k

JijJik [〈sj(t)sk(t)〉 −mjmk]

(A.10b)
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In Eq. A.10b spins sj(t) and sk(t) are mutually conditionally independent
under distribution p: this means that the only surviving terms are the ones for
j = k, and thus we find

∆2
i =

∑
j

J2
ij(1−m2

j ) (A.11)

Having determined the value of the mean and variance of the effective field of
spin i we can now proceed to average over the disorder and find the unconditional
distribution of effective fields at any time and for any spin, φ(g). First we realize
that the average of Eq. A.9 can now be substituted by a Gaussian integral

mi =

∫
Dx tanh

[
β
(
g0i + x∆i

)]
(A.12)

where Dx is a Gaussian measure of variable x ∼ N (0, 1). Then we can see
that the unconditional mean of the fields distribution φ(g) is

g0 = 〈gi(t)〉 =
∑
j

Jijmj + hi (A.13)

Given the above results and the definition of J , the dependency between
Jij and mj vanishes like O(1/N), which means that the two can be averaged
over the disorder separately in the limit N → ∞. This results in the following
expression for the unconditional mean of gi(t)

g0 = J0mj + h0 = J0m+ h0 (A.14)

where

m = mi =

∫
Dx tanh [β(gi + x∆i)]

both the integral and the average here are of difficult solution and results
have been provided by Crisanti and Sompolinsky [6]: they show that in the
limit N → ∞ and with hi = 0 ∀i the system can be in one of two phases,
a paramagnetic phase where m = 0 if β is smaller than a critical threshold
βc(J0) and J0 < 1, and a ferromagnetic phase where m 6= 0 otherwise. In the
following we report results for simulations in the paramagnetic phase, as the
inference is not possible in the ferromagnetic phase. To give better intuition
let us consider the integral above in the limit β → 0: then we can expand the
hyperbolic tangent around 0 to find (since x has zero mean)

m ≈ βgi = β

∑
j

Jijmj + h0

 = β(J0m+ h0) (A.15)

which in turn leads to an approximated solution for g0 in the limit β → 0

g0 ≈ h0
(

βJ0
1− βJ0

+ 1

)
Moving on to the variance of g the calculation is straightforward. Adding

the mean over the disorder to Eq. A.10b we find
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g21 =

〈∑
j

Jijsj(t) + hi

2〉
−

〈∑
j

Jijsj(t) + hi

〉2

=

=
∑
j

J2
ij + h2i + 2hi

∑
j

Jijmj −
∑
j

Jijmj + hi
2

=

= J2
1 + h21 − J2

0m
2 (A.16)

Equations A.14 and A.16 can then be used to calculate, given the parameters
of the distribution generating Θ, the values of g0 and g1 that are to be plugged
in the distribution φ(g) of Eq. A.8

We simulated a Kinetic Ising Model with N = 100 spins for T = 2000 time
steps at different constant values of β and then measured the AUC of predic-
tions assuming the parameters are known. In Fig. A.3 we report a comparison
between these simulated values and the theoretical ones provided by Eq. A.8
varying β and the hyperparameters J0, J1, h0 and h1 in the Gaussian setting we
just discussed and adopting the expansion for β → 0. We see that the approx-
imation for small β of Eq. A.15 does not affect the accuracy of the theoretical
prediction for larger values of β and that the mean is correctly captured by Eq.
A.8. The only exception to this is found for β > 1 and J0 = 1, which according
to the literature is close to the line of the ferromagnetic transition: in this case
the small β approximation fails to predict the simulated values. Larger values
of N and T (not shown here) produce narrower error bars.

The general effect we see from Fig. A.3 is that higher variance of the J and
h parameters leads to higher AUC values leaving all else unchanged (orange
squares and yellow circles), while moving the means has little effect as long as
the system is in its paramagnetic phase.

These results are easy to obtain thanks to the assumption that the model
parameters J and h have Gaussian distributed entries, but in principle the
distribution φ(g) can be derived also for other distributions, albeit probably
requiring numerical solutions rather than the analytical ones we presented here.

A.6 Further details on the DyEnKIM

There are a couple of subtleties that need to be pointed out regarding the
structure of the B and A parameters and of the Fisher Information I of the
DyEnKIM, which are matrices rather than scalars as in the case of the DyNoKIM.

In order to make the estimation less computationally demanding in our ex-
ample applications we assume A,B and I diagonal, disregarding the depen-
dencies between time-varying parameters: this will likely make our estimates
less precise, but it also reduces the number of static parameters to be inferred,
letting us bypass model selection decisions which are outside the scope of this
article.

As previously discussed there is also in this case the problem of identification
for the averages of the components of β, which we solve in the exact same
way as we did for the DyNoKIM by dividing the values of each component
by their sample mean while multiplying the associated static parameter by the
same factor, again leaving the likelihood of the model unchanged, but setting a
reference level for β.
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As a last remark, notice that the DyNoKIM and the DyEnKIM are equiva-
lent when h0(t) = 0 ∀ t and βdiag = βoff = βh = β. For this reason we mainly
present simulation results for the DyNoKIM alone to keep the manuscript con-
cise, as we found no significant differences between the two models when it
comes to the reliability of the estimation process.

A.7 Consistency analysis for estimation

We perform a consistency test on simulated data, aimed at understanding
whether the two-step estimation procedure we outlined above is able to recover
the values of the parameters of the model when the model itself generated the
data.

Here we report results for simulations run with parameters N = 50, T = 750
or T = 1500, Jij ∼ N (0, 1/

√
N), hi = 0 ∀ i, B = 0.95 and A = 0.01. We see

from Fig. A.4 that the estimation of the elements of J is indeed consistent: we
estimate a linear regression model between the estimated and the true values
of Jij , namely Jestij = a + bJ trueij + ε, and plot the histogram of the values of

b and of the coefficient of determination R2 of the resulting model from 250
simulations and estimations (a is consistently found to be very close to 0 in all
our simulations and for this reason we omit it). In the ideal case where for any
i, j Jestij = J trueij one would have b = R2 = 1, which is what we aim for in the
limit T → ∞. We see from our results that there is indeed a convergence of
both values towards 1 when increasing sample size, reducing both the bias and
the variance of the regression parameters.

Turning to the score-driven dynamics parameters A and B, the situation
does not change significantly. In Fig. A.5 we show the histograms of estimated
values of B and A over 250 simulations of N = 50 variables for both T = 750
and T = 1500. It again appears clearly that when increasing the sample size
the bias and variance of the estimators converge towards 0, with the estimated
parameter converging towards its simulated value. Thanks to these results we
are able to confidently apply the two-step estimation method without the need
to estimate all the parameters at once.

To add further evidence to what we presented in the main text, here we also
report two additional figures regarding the filtering of misspecified β(t) for the
DyNoKIM and the DyEnKIM. In Fig. A.6 we show two examples of misspecified
β(t) dynamics that are correctly recovered by the score-driven approach: the
first is a deterministic sine wave function and the second is an AutoRegressive
model of order 1 (AR(1)) which follows the equation

βAR(t+ 1) = a0 + a1β
AR(t) + ε(t)

where ε(t) ∼ N (0,Σ2) with parameters a0 = 0.005, a1 = 0.995, Σ = 0.01 so
to have 〈βAR〉 = 1 and we select a simulation where β(t) > 0 ∀ t. In both
cases we simulate 30 time series of length T using the given values of β(t)
to generate the s(t); given only the simulated s(t) time series, the inference
algorithm determines the optimal static parameters A, B and J and filters
the optimal value of β(t) at each time. We see that regardless of whether the
underlying true dynamics is deterministic, stochastic, or more or less smooth
the filter is rather accurate in retrieving the simulated values.

37



Regarding the DyEnKIM we want to show that different effects are correctly
separated and identified when estimating the model on a misspecified data gen-
erating process. In fact while the consistency analysis largely resembles the one
we reported for the DyNoKIM in Figures A.4 and A.5 and for this reason we
omit it, the effect of filtering multiple time-varying parameters is something that
cannot be predicted by the simulations on the DyNoKIM alone.

In Figure A.7 we show the results when estimating the DyEnKIM on a
dataset generated by a Kinetic Ising Model with time-varying βdiag(t), βoff (t)
and βh(t) but where the dynamics of the parameters is predetermined instead
of following the score-driven update rule. We arbitrarily choose to take a con-
stant βdiag(t) = 1, a piecewise constant βoff (t) and an exponentiated sinusoidal
βh(t) = exp[sin(ωt)], with ω = 5 2π

T , T = 1500 and N = 30. The results show
that the filter works correctly and that the different time-varying parameters
are consistently estimated, regardless of the kind of dynamics given to each of
them.
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Figure A.1: Artificially generated time series of length 1000 from a GARCH(1,1)
model with w = 10−6, α = 0.1, β = 0.8.
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Figure A.2: (a) Artificially generated time series of returns according to the
model of Eq. A.5. (b) Simulated (orange line) and filtered (purple dots) values
of σ(t). The latter are obtained by fitting a GARCH(1,1) model on the data in
the left panel.
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Figure A.3: Comparison between the AUC estimated on data simulated from
a Kinetic Ising Model and the theoretically derived AUC with Gaussian distri-
bution of the J and h parameters, varying β and the hyperparameters J0, J1,
h0 and h1. Plot points report average simulated values for a given β with error
bars at ±1 standard deviation, dashed lines report theoretical values predicted
by Eq. A.8.
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Figure A.4: Consistency of the J matrix estimation. (a) Histogram of linear
regression coefficients b between inferred and true values of Jij over 250 samples
for N = 50, T = 750 and T = 1500; (b) Histogram of coefficients of determina-
tion (R2) for the same set of models. The convergence of both values towards
1 when increasing T is a sign of consistency of the estimation.
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Figure A.5: Consistency of the score-driven dynamics parameters. (a) His-
togram of estimated values of B over 250 samples for N = 50, T = 750 and
T = 1500; (b) Histogram of estimated values of A over 250 samples for the same
set of models. The convergence towards the true value by increasing T is a sign
of consistency of the estimation.
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Figure A.6: Simulation and estimation of a misspecified score-driven model
over 30 simulations, with sample trajectories highlighted. (a) Deterministic β
following a sinusoidal function; (b) Stochastic β(t) following an AutoRegressive
model of order 1.
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Figure A.7: Estimation of βdiag(t), βoff (t) and βh(t) under model misspecifi-
cation. The model was simulated with a constant βdiag(t) = 1, a piece-wise
constant βoff (t) and an exponentiated sinusoidal βh(t) = 1

J0(1)
exp[sin(ωt)],

with ω = 52π
T and J0 the Bessel function of first kind of order 0 to normalize

the mean. The points are the result of 30 different simulations and estimations,
the lines show the values of βoff and βh used to generate the data.
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Appendix B Additional results on applications

B.1 Additional results on neural population data

In this section we provide further results on the application of the KIM to
the neural population data. In particular we discuss the possibility to use the
DyEnKIM to test the significance of the elements of J fitted over multiple
experiments and expand on the comparison between the static parameters KIM
and the score-driven version.

In Figure B.1a we show an example of the analyzed data in the form of a
raster plot of one of the experiments. It appears clear that the dynamics of
spikes is bursty and there are non-negligible auto- and cross-correlation effects
among neurons, likely driven by the external stimulus of the video [75].

As mentioned in the section on the DyNoKIM in the main text, it is possi-
ble to use the filtered time-varying parameters to correct the values of J from
misspecification error. The same can be done with the DyEnKIM, correcting
the elements of J by a factor given by the sample mean of βdiag and βoff and
the external fields h by the sample mean of βh. In Figure B.1b we show a scat-
terplot of the values of Jij , comparing the parameters fitted with a KIM on all

available data (x-axis) with the average value J ij = 1
M

∑M
k J

(k)
ij , where J

(k)
ij is

the value fitted with the DyEnKIM correction on experiment k. It is clear that,
as in the case of DyNoKIM shown in Figure 2 of the main text, the correction
- which in this case only affects off-diagonal elements as βdiag = 1 - tends to
increase the absolute value of Jij with respect to the static KIM version.

Pruning irrelevant parameters is central to the definition of meaningful sta-
tistical models. Here we propose two alternative methods, Decimation and
t-testing; the first is standard in the literature on Kinetic Ising Models [33],
whereas the second exploits the repeated experiments in the data to compare
parameters fitted on different samples and assess their significance by means of
a t-test. For Decimation we refer the interested readers to the original paper
introducing it [33]. As an alternative in cases where multiple repetitions of the
experiment are available, as is the case for our neuron spike dataset, it is possi-
ble to fit a DyEnKIM for each of the M experiments and then use a Student’s
t-test on the set of values Jkij , k = 1, . . . ,M to test whether their average is
significantly different from 0. In Figure B.1c we show a comparison between
these two methods, with Decimation applied to the KIM J and the t-test used
to validate the DyEnKIM result, adopting a Bonferroni correction for multiple
hypothesis testing at the p < 0.01 level. In our case, the Decimation approach
selects less elements of Jij as significant, whereas the t-test appears to be less
specific or more sensitive. This difference is possibly related to Decimation being
a likelihood-based method, which may suffer from misspecification in case the
data generating process is not a KIM, but answering this question goes beyond
the scope of this paper. Finally, in Figure B.1d we report a visualization of the
t-tested DyEnKIM J matrix. The diagonal elements are largely positive, indi-
cating significant autocorrelation in spiking dynamics (as would be expected by
a visual inspection of the raster plot), whereas off-diagonal elements are gener-
ally smaller in absolute value and both positive and negative, albeit significantly
different from 0.
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B.2 Results on the application of DyEnKIM on regular
trading days

As a comparison with the observations reported in the main text regarding par-
ticular events affecting stock markets, such as the Flash Crash and the FOMC
announcement of July 31st 2019, here we briefly discuss observations for a reg-
ular trading day where nothing as exceptional happened. In Figure B.2 we
replicate the plot shown in Figure 5 of the main text for six days in November
2019. Here we see that the J-related components of effective fields 〈gdiag〉(t)
and 〈goff 〉(t) show a U-shaped pattern throughout the trading day, having
higher values at the opening and closing, while the h-related 〈gh〉 only shows
an increase towards the end of the day. The h0 parameter, which captures the
average exogenous price activity across all stocks, shows itself a U-shaped pat-
tern which is more pronounced at closing, consistent with the intraday pattern
typical of traded volume. The consistency of this result throughout these rel-
atively uneventful days thus reinforces the qualitative description provided by
the DyEnKIM for the turbulent events analyzed in the main text.

B.3 Details on the Relation Between KIM and TERGM

Here we discuss the relation between the Kinetic Ising Model (KIM) and the
Temporal Exponential Random Graph (TERGM) of [64], and show how our
score driven extensions can be seen as time varying parameters extensions of
TERGM.

Considering only lag 1 dependencies, a TERGM is defined by the following
probability mass function

P (G(t)|G(t− 1), θ) =
e
∑
θlql(G(t),G(t−1))

K(θ)
, (B.1)

where the functions ql(G(t), G(t−1)), called network statistics, are defined to
investigate the determinants of the network’s dynamics, and K(θ) is a normal-
ization coefficient, known as partition function. Examples of network’s statistics
are qstab(G(t), G(t− 1)) =

∑
ij Gij(t)Gij(t) + (1−Gij(t))(1−Gij(t− 1)), that

captures links’ stability, and qdens(G(t)) =
∑
ij Gij(t), related to network’s den-

sity.
As mentioned in the main text, we can easily map each entry of the adjacency

matrix into a spin and associate a sequence of spins to a discrete time temporal
network. Indicating by vec(G) the vectorized version of matrix G, the mapping
can be summarized by the relation

vec(G(t))k = 1/2 + sk(t)/2

and the KIM is equivalent to the following version of the TERGM

P (s(t)|s(t−1), θ) =
e
∑
ij Jijsi(t−1)sj(t)+

∑
i hisi(t)

Z(J, h)
=
e
∑
ab θ

(1)
ab vec(G(t−1))avec(G(t))b+

∑
a θ

(2)
a vec(G(t))a−

∑
a θ

(3)
a vec(G(t−1))a

K(θ)
,

where we omitted the constant terms, not depending on the adjacency ma-
trix, that have been absorbed in the normalization constant. Hence, KIM is
equivalent to a TERGM having three kinds of network statistics: first, the
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set of all possible lagged interactions q
(1)
ab = vec(G(t − 1))avec(G(t))b between

pairs of links, each appearing in this specification of Eq. B.1 with a parameter

θ
(1)
ab = 4Jab; second, a term associated to the probability of each link to be ob-

served, q
(2)
a = vec(G(t))a, with θ

(2)
a = 2(ha−1); and the last group of statistics,

q
(3)
a = vec(G(t− 1))a, is related with the presence or absence of each link at the

previous time step with parameters q
(3)
a = 2

∑
b Jab.

The DyNoKIM allows us to consider time varying θi and to estimate the fore-
cast accuracy of the model at each time step, as showed with the link prediction
example presented in the main text.

Interestingly, a wide range of TERGM specifications can be mapped to the
KIM. As a simple example, let us consider a TERGM with two terms only

P (G(t)|G(t− 1), θ) =
e
∑
ij [θdensGij(t)+θstab(Gij(t)Gij(t−1)+(1−Gij(t))(1−Gij(t−1)))]

K(θ)
.

(B.2)
This can be rewritten as

P (s(t)|s(t− 1), θ) =
eNθdens/2+

∑
k(sk(t)θdens/2+sk(t)sk(t−1)θstab/2)

K(θ)
,

which is exactly equivalent to a KIM restricted to have just two parameters
Jij = Jdiag = θstab/2 ∀i, j and hi = h0 = θdens/2 ∀i, and, absorbing the
constants in the normalization function, we have

P (s(t)|s(t− 1), Jdiag, h0) =
e
∑
k sk(t)h0+sk(t)sk(t)Jdiag

Z(θ)
.

If we consider the DyNoKIM extension of such a restricted KIM we obtain

P (s(t)|s(t− 1), Jdiag, h0, β(t)) =
eβ(t)

∑
k(sk(t)h0+sk(t)sk(t−1)Jdiag)

Z(θ)
(B.3)

that is effectively an extended version of the initial TERGM. Moreover, it is
easy to see that the DyEnKIM results in the following

P (s(t)|s(t−1), Jdiag, h0, β(t)) =
e
∑
k(sk(t)βh(t)h0+sk(t)sk(t−1)βdiag(t)Jdiag)

Z(θ)
. (B.4)

that maps to a version of (B.2) with dynamical parameters θdens(t) and θstab(t)
evolving independently. We believe this observation is very relevant as it is an
extension of the TERGM at hand to its version where each parameter is allowed
to follow its own evolution, potentially unrelated to the others. This is a differ-
ent evolution from the DyNoKIM’s one, as the latter is driven by a single β(t)
and maps into comoving TERGM parameters. Indeed, also in this context, the
two models have different purposes and different applicability. TERGM exten-
sions resulting from DyNoKIM allow us to quantify forecast accuracy, similarly
to what showed in the main text, while DyEnKIM, similarly to what we dis-
cussed in the applications presented and in numerical simulations, allows for a
decoupling of the temporal relevance of different network statistics.

As a final remark, we point out that the class of TERGMs that can be
mapped into KIMs, and benefit of the corresponding score driven extensions, is

48



not restricted to cases with linear dependency on the lagged adjacency matrix.
In fact, we can also consider network’s statistics depending on products of lagged
matrix elements, e.g. h(G(t), G(t − 1)) =

∑
ijkGik(t)Gij(t − 1)Gik(t − 1), as

long as they depend linearly on G(t). A TERGM with such statistics can be
mapped in a KIM with the addition of predetermined regressors and is easily
extended, for example, to the corresponding DyNoKIM version. For example,
all the statistics discussed as explicit examples in [64] take this form, and can
be mapped into a KIM. Although a full characterization of the set of TERGM’s
specifications that can be mapped into a KIM lies outside the scope of this work,
we suspect it to be very large, and potentially include all statistics commonly
used in practice.

In summary, as we have shown that KIM belongs to the TERGM family, and
its score driven extensions result in extensions of the corresponding TERGM.
That is the case for both DyNoKIM and DyEnKIM, as we showed explicitly for
a simple TERGM specification. We believe that our findings open up a vast
space of potential applications of score driven KIM to temporal networks, and
raise interesting theoretical questions on the possibility of mapping a generic
TERGM into a KIM, that we leave for future explorations.
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Figure B.1: Additional results on the neuron spike data. (a) Raster plot for one
sample in the data. Time is on the x-axis, neurons on the y-axis, a black dot at
(t,i) indicates a spike from neuron i at time t; (b) Comparison between fitted
values of Jij using a KIM over the complete dataset (x-axis) and the average

fitted values of Jij with DyEnKIM correction, J ij = 1
M

∑M
i J

(k)
ij , where J

(k)
ij is

the J matrix fitted on sample k and M is the total number of experiments (y-
axis). A dashed line is traced on the diagonal as guide to the eye; (c) The same
as panel b after the Decimation pruning technique has been applied to the KIM
and the t-test pruning has been applied to the DyEnKIM; (d) Visualization
of the DyEnKIM J after the t-test pruning has been applied. White squares
correspond to non-validated interactions.

50



−
0.

6
0.

0
0.

6
2019−11−08

Time

<
g β

>

gdiag goff gh h0

10:00:00 12:00:00 14:00:00 16:00:00

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

2019−11−11

Time

<
g β

>

gdiag goff gh h0

10:00:00 12:00:00 14:00:00 16:00:00

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

2019−11−12

Time

<
g β

>

gdiag goff gh h0

10:00:00 12:00:00 14:00:00 16:00:00

−
0.

4
0.

2
0.

6

2019−11−15

Time

<
g β

>

gdiag goff gh h0

10:00:00 12:00:00 14:00:00 16:00:00

−
0.

6
0.

0
0.

4
0.

8 2019−11−18

Time

<
g β

>

gdiag goff gh h0

10:00:00 12:00:00 14:00:00 16:00:00

−
0.

4
0.

2
0.

6

2019−11−19

Time

<
g β

>

gdiag goff gh h0

10:00:00 12:00:00 14:00:00 16:00:00

Figure B.2: Values of 〈gdiag〉(t), 〈goff 〉(t), 〈gh〉(t) and h0(t) during six days in
November 2019, when no abnormal event was recorded. The usual U-shaped
pattern of intraday volatility and volume is observed.
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